
12th October, 19G5, 

I)anr &my.ma, 

Be, reasonable. Of course you meant to oompare the properties 
of s tetrnnor and 8 monomer mssumin~~~ the sxz~e for both. You 
not only intended to do it, but yau did it. ~evertkelf3s8 it was 
unfair, Unfair to whom? Unfair to the monormr, of course. After 
all, why keep L the REUW for the monomer? 1-t tWn8 OUt that it iS 
not unrennunable to keep 01 and c the same - let us ~NXW.IW this any- 
way, for the snko of argxxent. Then why not let Wother N8tureM 
choose L to have the best value, whatevsr one may ~iie&n by t;hPg,t, to 
glvs the mcmmer a fair chnnce. %ko are you to say that the poor 
Ronomor ha9 

? 
sve L = XXX2 rather tWn ti;o obviously superior 

v.~lue of lOC0, *ehlch I ~~sszrxe? The mt4.n point of my model is to 
ahow thnt such 8 monomer is not unreneonable. A3 1 statt?d, it i.9 
inferior to the tetrnmor but gc& by WI much AS you made out, 

I am at the motilent engqpcl in 8 further peper (The Price of 
Allostery). I suggest thnt I hold my footnotet till you coRe to 
London In I?ocmber, and YXZ o8n have a full dXscuaslon then. Do 
you think you and Jeffriaa could cone to Cambridge for & couple 
Of day8? It wou1.d ~180 &IS us the cbnee to diacuse nsxt sumni~r 
with Odils. And 1 think w8 should talk about the Salk. 

F, H. C. Crfck 


